Long-term monitoring and experiments are crucial to understanding many important questions in ecology and evolution, and, consequently, the data sets that emerge from long-term projects can be extremely valuable. It is crucial that such data are treated in a way that supports the best interests of science. We must continue to encourage researchers to engage in long-term projects, and we must also ensure that such data are widely available in perpetuity [1, 2] . Balancing these sometimes opposing goals is a difficult but not insurmountable problem, and certainly one that should be resolved in a way that balances the needs of those who produced those data with the best interests of science.
In a recent article in TREE, Mills et al. [3] argued that current data accessibility policies hinder long-term studies. They raised several important issues. While many of us strongly disagree with many of the points that they raised, we do think that some changes to data-archiving policies are warranted.
The current data-archiving policies of many ecology and evolution journals have provisions to attenuate the burdens of data archiving. First, the current policies do not require archiving of the entire data set from a project; they require only that authors make available the data necessary to recreate the analyses and results in the published manuscript. Second, embargoes of public access to archived data for a year after publication are typically automatic, but longer embargoes can be allowed with the discretion of the editor. However, while we think that editorial discretion is an important tool in a fair policy, such discussions can be inefficient and lead to inconsistent policies.
Despite these existing provisions, we do agree with Mills et al. that, in some situations, the current data-archiving policy adopted by many ecology and evolutionary biology journals does not adequately balance the needs of scientists producing long-term data sets with the needs of the community. As some of the original framers of the joint data archiving policy [1] and current editors of ecology and evolution journals, we propose the following as a balanced way forward (in many cases echoing the suggestions of Roche et al. [4] ):
As Mills et al. [3] suggest, a longer embargo period may often be appropriate for long-term studies. We suggest that, for projects for which the key data reported in the publication have been regularly collected from a population for more than 5 years, journals should allow a 5-year embargo period upon author request. This longer embargo allows authors the opportunity to make additional use of their own data while ensuring that the data underlying results in the paper are appropriately preserved and eventually available for reuse. With longer embargoes, the importance of careful data management and good meta-data becomes even greater, because the data cannot be easily vetted while the potential ambiguities are fresh in the authors' minds. Authors who opt for a longer embargo should take care that the data being archived are well presented for easy and unambiguous reuse in the future. As Mills et al. also note [3] , original data collectors have insights into the data that cannot be fully extracted from previous papers and metadata. Journals and researchers who reuse data should recognize that, in most cases, data will be better understood and analyzed with the cooperation or collaboration of those who collected the data. We agree that reusers of data should strongly consider consulting and, in many cases, directly collaborating with, depositors on new data analyses. However, we do not feel that this should be a mandatory policy, and such consultation will be less needed when the data are reused as a part of a larger metaanalysis (see [5] ). For substantial reanalyses of data sets that do not include original data collectors as authors, journals should endeavor to enlist one or more of the original data collectors as reviewers, as Mills et al. suggest [3] . Obviously, this practice has the potential for abuse. However, reviews from data collectors will, in most cases, be invaluable for assessing the appropriateness of the data set for the questions being addressed in the new analysis. Scientific funders should make clear that long-term projects are valued, especially when the data from them are broadly available for reuse within a reasonable time frame. All scientific products made possible by the data sets, whether produced by the original data collectors or others, should be counted when assessing the return on investment of grants supporting long-term projects. We also think that it is reasonable and responsible for funders to set stricter standards on the openness of data than we suggest above for journals.
Data archiving allows the scientific community to produce new results economically [6] and permits the essential verification of existing results [7] . Without public archiving, data are lost [8] or simply not shared [9] . If journals provide more clarity, unity, and flexibility for longer embargoes for long-term data sets, the incentive to collect long-term data can be retained while still ensuring that the valuable data from long-term studies will not be lost to the broader scientific community.
